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Appellant's reply brief filed on 2/10/1 1 has been received and entered in the case. Appellant makes the further argument therein 
that in Kerth's Fig. 4A, the reference voltage "is compared not to the input signal signal received at the input node. . .but instead to the 
VINM signal". This argument is not persuasive because, as clearly shown in Fig. 4A of Keith, when switch phiB is closed, input 
signal VINP gets connected to the inverting input terminal of amplifier 48 (via the bottom capacitor CI) and thereby gets compared to 
the reference voltage (i.e., the voltage across the top capacitor CI). Moreover, Kerth's Fig. 4A shows that the combination of VINP 
and VINM is a differential input signal and as such this differential input signal can be considered as the "input signal" of claim 9. In 
other words, whether it is VINP or VINM that gets applied to the inverting input terminal of amplifier 48, such would still read on the 
claimed "input signal". Therefore, because appellant's further argument in the reply brief is also not found to be persuasive, the 
rejection based on the circuit shown in Fig. 4A of Kerth is still deemed to be proper and it is therefore maintained. The case has now 
been forwarded back to the Board of Appeals for its decision on the appeal. 

Any inquiry concerning this or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed to Kenneth B. Wells at (571)272- 
1757. 
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